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After a strange version of my book WikiLeaks' Unforgivable Liberalism was 
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which for obscure reasons took forever, before it finally was republished. 
Under that time, one of my relatives died when I visited his family, another 
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would have liked this one. 
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This paper shows how a population can be enslaved while 
maintaining the perception of freedom. It establishes that 
three Principles of Democracy-Adapted Power (PDAP) are 
enough to explain how such enslavement is carried out, and 
pins down a corresponding group of organizations adapted 
to make such endeavor viable. Then it is investigated if these 
principles qualify as a conspiracy theory. In order to do so, a 
critique of a recent philosophical discussion about secrecy 
and conspiracy is deemed necessary. I show that the PDAP 
do not qualify as a conspiracy theory but rather explain how 
formidable conspiracies can come about, and indeed are 
expected to emerge. Several properties of conspiracies are 
established from a coherent theoretical framework. I show 
that the concepts of secrecy and conspiracy developed by 
Dentith and Orr are unfit to carry out a coherent discussion 
on the subject. The Cambridge Conspiracy is a hypothetical 
example which underscores why. It also shows how a 
Democracy-Adapted Organization exerts its subtle influence. 


The philosophical discussion about conspiracy theories moved beyond 
Popper's dismissive view as a consequence of Pidgen's (1995) methodical 
dismantling of the famous philosopher's arguments. Pidgen showed that 
Popper's presumably general critique of conspiracy theories, in fact was 
based on a corny conception of what a conspiracy theory is, and a gross 
understatement of the influence of secret plots throughout the history of 
humankind. As a good Philosopher, Pidgen also managed to show that 
central tenets of Poppers philosophy by no means were incompatible with 
a concise and analytically uncontroversial definition. Pidgen made the 
important point that a conspiracy theory is just a theory about at least one 
conspiracy, where a conspiracy simply is a secret plan pursued by a group 
to influence events by covert action. 



Ultimately Pidgen (2007, in press) successfully argues, from a natural set 
of assumptions, that if you are not a conspiracy theorist, then you are an 
idiot. The research agenda to treat conspiracy theories as any other theory 
is an elegant solution to mountains of confusion regarding these theories. 
From there, the toolkits of science and philosophy can be applied to address 
issues such as hypothesis testing and the nature of evidence in contexts of 
strategic interaction through covert means. The ethical dimension of this 
agenda highlights conspiracies from powerful groups who claim innocence, 
such as state terrorism of affluent democracies against its own citizens or 
those of the underdeveloped world. 

Unfortunately, I think these virtues have been compromised lately by 
confusion and trivialization of the subject. Although it may seem superficial 
to point out, the insistence on the label conspiracy theory seems to have 
diverted attention to a seemingly unintended focus on definitions bordering 
shallow semantics. Although Pidgen did bother to loosely define what a 
conspiracy and conspiracy theory is, it is by no means evident that his focus 
was to craft a once-and- for-all official definition. He did however elaborate 
on the relationship to other philosophical concepts and the nature of 
society. There is no tension here when the focus concerns relationships or 
valid statements about terms, rather than elaborated definitions about 
what these terms are (See e.g. Kac & Ulam, 1992). 

It is perfectly reasonable to subscribe to all valid arguments of the 
Philosophers in the field (figuratively speaking), and still use the term 
conspiracy theory as a derogatory. I am simply not convinced it is tactically 
wise to reclaim the term as prominent philosophers of the subject 
recommend. Moreover, their preference seems to have caused the 
language to become strained at times. An example that captures these 
issues, is when Dentith (2018) states that there 'is no need to take any 
stipulation that conspiracy theories are necessarily false'. However, a 
conspiracy theory could be partially defined as: If a theory about a 
conspiracy is not false, then it is not a conspiracy theory. 



This is equivalent to: If it is a conspiracy theory, then the theory about 
conspiracy is false. Which corresponds to the usual encyclopaedia notion of 
the term, and there is nothing which forces the user of such necessary 
condition to act upon the theory with prejudice. Whether the theory is false 
or not is an open question which is to be decided with due diligence, exactly 
as these philosophers otherwise propose. 


Principles of Democracy-Adapted Power 

I argue, in line with a vibrant, long-standing tradition, that information, 
organization and power are intimately linked. This line of thought has been 
advanced for centuries by the likes of Foucault, Bentham and Sun Tzu. 
Well-functioning democracies are important objects of study in this regard 
because power must adapt to the rule of law and publicly acclaimed norms 
of individual freedom and transparency. It is in presumably free societies 
that the machinery of power is taken to its limits. 

I suggest that three principles are enough to understand a significant set 
of powerful strategies, which are adapted to operate in democracies while 
remaining unseen. From these it becomes apparent that it is feasible to 
enslave a mass of people in a free society with impunity, and keep such 
state of affairs hidden. I then derive a group of democracy-adapted 
organizations which can sustain large-scale covert oppression in a formally 
free society, and like the strategies themselves, remain unseen. I conclude 
that it is in theory conceivable to have conspiracies which span civil society, 
public institutions, the business community etc. but where the state of 
affairs have the appearance of a free society. Moreover, it is not only 
feasible with large-scale conspiracies, the incentives seem to push thing in 
that direction. The principles of democracy-adapted power are: 

(i) Agents have no incentives to confess their manoeuvre 

(ii) The manoeuvre must be invisible to third parties 

(iii) No incentives for a target to make the manoeuvre public. 



The conditions should be regarded as an ideal case, and (ii) can also be 
understood in terms of incentives. The manoeuvre may be a set of 
strategies, may obey all the conditions, and in particular be an offence. If 
these principles are the object of rigorous reasoning, then it may be prudent 
to e.g. specify if credible witness statements should be emphasised in (iii), 
incentives and unknown strategies, timing, etc. It is also understood that 
such considerations may lead to technical digressions without new insights. 

Offences can be meaningfully understood in a SS-scheme obeying the 
principles, where a first set of strategies (SI), aims to weaken a victim, 
e.g. by isolation - which makes it easier to contain and control. Offenders 
may then proceed by dealing a crushing blow (S2). In many settings, the 
character of SI can be thought of as more gradual and long-term in 
comparison to S2, which is more of a shock. It is for purpose of exposition 
also instructive to think of a set of meta-strategies (S3) which are used to 
reinforce the analogy of (iii) - but for all sequences of strategies, not just 
a particular, in order to keep things secret. There is a rather natural order 
in time between SI, S2, and S3, but it is not a strict requirement. 

One important set of attacks in accordance with these principles, is the 
ones which satisfy (iii) by making the victim appear as mentally ill if the 
victim attempts to go public, and thus obstructing credible witness 
statements of the offences. This particular flair of the SS framework 
basically summarizes the attacks on whistleblowers in the literature, and 
work-place harassment as characterized by O'Day (1974). 

Extension of the reasoning to institutions is a natural step, as it would make 
no sense to carry out such attacks with support from an organization which 
fails to conceal the perpetrators. The management of information about 
individuals, actions, technology, 'capital', and of course about the 
organization itself is essential. However, a straightforward way to conceive 
a democracy-adapted organization is to realize that strategies of 
democracy-adapted power may be used on the members of the 
organization, and simultaneously function as collateral when performed, 



and thus function as means of extortion to ensure loyalty of its members. 
As information is a source of power, inequality of information corresponds 
to a hierarchy of power, although a realization of such is not predetermined. 
Even though thinking of the principles (i)-(iii) in terms of offences is 
instructive to understand the organization (See Echeverria, 2020), the 
strategies may involve punishment and rewards, e.g. in terms of 
redistribution of resources and opportunities. 

In short, if strategies fulfilling (i)-(iii) are used on its members then: 


(iv) 

Members will have no incentives 

organization 

to 

reveal 

the 

(v) 

The organization will be invisible to third parties 


(Vi) 

The targets will have no incentives 

organization 

to 

identify 

the 


Ideally, the democracy-adapted organization is efficient. Although the 
mapping from (i)-(iii) to (iv)-(vi) essentially closes the system, it is 
instructive to consult a more or less well-known list of phenomena from 
disparate fields to conceive what an efficient organization means instead of 
particular examples. The usual suspects are: Natural selection/adaptation, 
economies of scale, learning by doing, 'optimization' & knowledge (e.g. 
refinements on signalling & knowledge about targets); the management of 
information, risk, externalities, rewards and costs; specialization or division 
of labour, network structure, gradual processes and rent-like effects. With 
that said, additional remarks on the implications (iv)-(vi) are in place. 

(iv): In addition of rewards associated with the organization, members are 
also deterred from revealing as a consequence of threats satisfying (i)-(iii). 
Besides, if information is properly administered, the members themselves 
may have a hard time to explain what they have done wrong, even if they 
tried (division of labour, refinements in signalling). 



(v) : The organization will succeed to remain concealed from third parties if 
their operations satisfy (i)-(iii). 

(vi) : Victims will in many instances not even be aware of coordinated 
attacks against them, e.g. because the members may barely be aware of 
it due to proper design and information management. 

The macro perspective is concerned with large numbers and probabilities 
over time. Strategies at this level may remain undetected as the outcomes 
can be rationalized as the normal progression of things, much like making 
an assault appear as an accident at the micro level (e.g. fomentation of 
unrest and corruption). Network structure closes distances and facilitates 
global reach. Focus on key individuals increases efficiency. Improvements 
in signalling reduces unnecessary noise made for each threat, and how the 
threat is transmitted through social networks. Administration of the masses 
can be achieved through minor adjustments, especially via the means of 
communication, and financial services. Even small biases in opportunities 
and cues of what is desired can have long-term effects by affecting the 
growth rate of certain profiles in strategic institutions through adaptation 
and crowding out. This will in turn alter perceptions about the organization 
among the stock of incumbents. 

What else speaks for the existence of a democracy-adapted organization? 
There are strong incentives to start one. If a set of individuals think that a 
rivalling set is organized in this manner, then they will have to adapt in 
order to avoid being outcompeted. If a set of individuals thinks that nobody 
else is doing it, then there are huge incentives to be first and expand. Due 
to the economies of scale involved, the benefits of division of labour and 
network structure, monopolistic competition appears to be a plausible 
scenario. It is also reasonable to conjecture, that not only will the conflicts 
played out between rivalling organizations obeying these principles be hard 
to detect. It may be virtually impossible for lower-ranking members of 
these organizations to realize that their side has lost, and that their 
organization has been taken over by another clique, e.g. through 



domination of the top command by means of democracy-adapted power. 
As information is a source of power in such organization, there are huge 
incentives to constantly look out for more in order to expand. Conflict is 
driven by the information inequalities which condition the prospect of 
sizeable loots and power over people while remaining unseen. 

Moreover, it seems possible to start an organization with little more than 
will and an initial set stock of informational capital, which of course by no 
means needs to correspond to a harmonic and benign primitive 
accumulation. 


Are the PDAP a Conspiracy Theory? 

How the principles of democracy-adapted power relates to the literature of 
conspiracy theories is interesting for several reasons. 

- To settle if PDAP qualify as a conspiracy theory, and what the 
implications are. 

- How the theory fits in the philosophical discussion about conspiracies 
in order to advance the discussion 

- Operations fulfilling (i)-(iii) may e.g. seek to brand a victim as a 
conspiracy theorist and conceal itself by marginalizing the discussion. 

According to Encyclopaedia Britannica (1994), a conspiracy theory is: 

An attempt to explain harmful or tragic events as the result of the actions 
of a small, powerful group. Such explanations reject the accepted narrative 
surrounding those events; indeed, the official version may be seen as 
further proof of the conspiracy. 

The Encyclopaedia emphasizes that conspiracy theories typically are 
erroneous, and based on misunderstandings attributable to cognitive biases 
and hardships, such as wars. There is however a paragraph where the 
Encyclopaedia points out that 'that governments do at least occasionally 
conspire against their own citizens'. 



The PDAP are not a conspiracy theory in the aforementioned sense. The 
conditions (i)-(iii) can be combined and refer to things which range from 
an ordinary robbery to a global conspiracy when all three hold. The 
principles are a framework which establishes that big conspiracies are 
viable and even reasonable to expect. Such take on conspiracies is line with 
perhaps the foremost philosopher in the field, Pidgen (2007), who asserts 
that not only important historical events, but also giants in the history of 
philosophy such as Adam Smith and Edmund Burke, underscore the 
importance of conspiracies in society. Particular conspiracies which satisfy 
(i)-(iii) can in principle be detected due to e.g. errors or be estimated as 
plausible through deduction. I have given various examples of such cases 
elsewhere (Echeverria, 2019). 

There is a conspicuous contrast between the rather negative view of 
conspiracy theories and the definition of a conspiracy in the Encyclopaedia. 
The Anglo-American law has maintained a rather fierce stance against 
conspiracies, presumably because they are seen as particularly vicious form 
of organization which ought to be contained. A reason for this may be that 
the former contemplates democratic states conspiring against its own 
population, whereas the latter has rival criminal groups in mind. The 
Encyclopaedia states that: 

Conspiracies are an especial threat to society because of the greater power 
that lies in numbers and the pooling of talents. It is also said that the 
formation of a group impedes detection , because evidence of the conspiracy 
is limited to the conspirators themselves , whose reluctance to testify in 
court increases with the size of the group. Finally , it is speculated that the 
very act of agreement crystallizes and hardens the purposes of persons 
who alone might be less resolute. 

This is almost completely in line with the discussion of the principles in 
relation to an organization. A sketchy notion of division of labour and 
economies of scale is apparent, although narrowly focused on legal 
categories, and diverts attention to avoidance of detection vis-a-vis the 



state in terms of evidence. To counter this, the Anglo-American tradition 
has adapted by making conspiracy 'the most amorphous area in Anglo- 
American criminal law. Its terms are vaguer and more elastic than any 
conception of conspiracy to be found in the continental European codes'. 
Conspirators have historically been punished for conspiring, in excess to 
other crimes, without limited liability. One could be counted as a conspirator 
without knowing the identity of other plotters. 

This body of law has been crafted with an understanding of the importance 
of proper information management in hostile environments, much like 
Bentham or Sun Tzu. However, the Encyclopaedia's theories do not explain 
how organizations may remain undetected when operating vis-a-vis the 
public in general. 


Critique 

Due to the intersection in research domain and the similarities at a 
superficial level with my theories, it is necessary to evaluate Dentith and 
Orr's (2017/2018) article on the relationship between secrecy and 
conspiracy. Their point of departure is a definition of (keeping) a secret, 
and definitions related to conspiracy. In conclusion, their definitions are 
unfit to discuss the subject. Moreover, their observations about the 
organization of conspiracies do not amount to a theory, nor do they reach 
beyond what is to be found in an Encyclopaedia. Dentith and Orr (2017/ 
2018) begin with a definition of keeping a secret in the following manner: 

(1) SI keeps (p) secret from S2 iff SI believes S2 does not know 
(p), and SI intends to keep S2 from becoming aware of (p) 

To begin with, it is according to this definition not possible for a person to 
keep something secret from another (for instance a plan), if the person who 
intends to keep it, believes that the person who it should be kept from 
knowing knows. This may be interpreted as a severe limitation on the risk 
profile of the actors in mind, and thus immediately disqualifying the 



definition from owning the virtue of generality. More importantly for the 
intellectual artisans and labourers, it works against secrets as the implied 
profile is consistent with risk-loving individuals. This would be a good thing 
if it was the point of departure of an involved thought experiment or in 
relation to data. However, such theoretical reflections are absent. 

Furthermore, the reliance on intentions in the definition makes it less useful 
when applied to organizations, which presumably is the big thing of their 
article. To see this, note that one does not keep a secret unintentionally 
according to the definition. This is not a marginal remark as the authors 
proceed to define the act of conspiring as the joint effort to keep a secret. 
Therefore, it follows that all of those involved in this act also have an 
intention to keep a secret as they make an effort to keep it from someone. 

Minimal reflexions on the nature of conspiracies and organization suffices 
to prove important points, which also dismantle the claims of Dentith & Orr. 
For purpose of exposition, assume each member, mi, may possess a bit of 
information pi which is a subset of the plan P. A person /' may keep pi from 
another person j, without knowing that it is a subset of P, and thus fails to 
grasp the existence of a conspiracy but still aid its cause, fulfilling all the 
criteria of keeping a secret in a joint effort. Is this person then not a 
member of the conspiracy C? Already at this stage it seems rather clear 
that questions in that direction are just a matter of preferred convention. 

Nevertheless, if it is assumed that all m, know the existence of P, then 
according to the definition a person may still fail to be part of the conspiracy 
because /' may fail to keep pi from j, not because pi is revealed to j, but 
merely because /' happens to suspect that j knows it - even if that belief is 
false! Especially, if Pi=P, then one of the top insiders fails to keep the secret 
for this reason, although it is never leaked, and thus fails to be part of the 
conspiracy for idiosyncratic philosophical reasons, even in the event that /' 
happens to be the mastermind behind the plot. To be a bit more precise, 
assume there are key bits of info p* which are enough to deduce the whole 
plan P. Another version is that one could know p* & thus grasp the 



overarching conspiracy P' without needing or having to deduce/know all 
other bits of info which make up P for instance. For purpose of exposition, 
assume that someone can know the existence of an overarching conspiracy 
P' but is only sure about his own bit of info pi. 

For instance, you know you are part of a joint effort to construct a new kind 
of computer but you only have the blueprint to a particular part of it, which 
you may or may not understand. You may recognize at least part of the 
other members. It is arguably reasonable to assume that a member of a 
conspiracy knows P' in addition to p\. But then if two members of the 
conspiracy meet (mi, mj e C), then they would fail to keep their respective 
secrets from each other (pi & pj) if they believe that they are members, 
although they remain strictly silent and work to keep each other from 
knowing their respective secret. Therefore they are not members, which is 
a contradiction (mi, nrij £ C & mi, mj e C). 

If it is possible to be a member without knowing P', then one could be 
member without having the intention to keep the overarching conspiracy 
secret, and thus not strictly speaking part of the overarching conspiracy, 
and so forth. 

Clearly, it is difficult to reconcile their definition of keeping a secret with 
slightly more rigorous concepts in the context of an organization. Attempts 
to come to the authors rescue, further underscores the futility of their 
approach. For instance, changing the operator from and to or in (1), leads 
to Dentith's example about a 'conspiracy' to arrange a surprise party, as 
the definition then would be reduced to a simple wish list - or perhaps even 
a plan brainstormed by the birthday conspirators. This is the case because 
the conjunction would remain conceptually deranged, as shown above, and 
a simple list of disjoint requirements remain as the last pillars of a ruined 
definition. Still, even without granting mutual support to any substantial 
concept, they collapse. The fragments become pi: SI believes S2 does not 
know (p), which obviously is not sufficient. Or P 2 : SI intends to keep S2 
from becoming aware of (p), which still is subject to the critique above, and 



quite trivial considering it is a peer-reviewed paper on a philosophical 
discussion. The crucial points made in their paper are an artefact of bad 
definitions. Because the definition of secrecy falls apart on its own, it seems 
ludicrous to employ it to explore the characteristics of other concepts. 

The most 'robust' case is when the conspirators know the plan. However, 
in addition of the criticism so far, their reasoning does not deal with the 
obvious problems with misunderstandings, and different mental 
conceptions of the same plan. One could understand the plan to steal an 
object, the other to rescue it, the third to distribute the object to those who 
are already rich etc. Which version counts as the valid one to ascribe intent 
or motive? What if someone does not know about the one-and-only original 
plan but still intends to act in perfect accordance to it by chance? All of 
these scenarios can be given more or less interesting answers. More 
importantly, they raise serious concerns about fixation with vague 
definitions around scattered concepts. Their discussion does not give the 
impression of a systematic whole assembled by parts that were carefully 
crafted by the authors. It seems that the authors even may have touched 
some of these topics without conclusions beyond semantics 1 . 

The authors then move on to the question of what a conspiracy is. They 
state the obvious that a cover up may be part of a conspiracy. Then they 
make the following observations: A conspiracy's size is not decisive for it 
to be secret if the organizational form is correct, if the plan is divided into 
pieces, and those on top are assumed to have control over the operation, 
and are aware of their own power. All valid observations that have been 
discussed for centuries, most of them found in the Encyclopaedia (1994). 
The whole point with Bentham's Panopticon and Foucault's philosophy 
around it, is exactly how power may remain secret efficiently, to the extent 
that the 'conspiracy against the public' becomes routine, and its subjects 


1 I have not employed a disadvantageous misrepresentations or cherry-picked out of context. For instance, 
Dentith and Orr (2018) make sure to emphasize that 'attempting to keep a secret is an intentional activity', and 
reiterate the part about beliefs. The notion of a conspiracy as a joint effort to keep a secret is stipulated in direct 
connection to their definition (1) of keeping a secret, and is kept alive in subsequent discussions. 



internalize its logic in a limiting case. The question is not whether control 
of information and actions is decisive - Foucault's vision deals with whole 
societies, rather it is how to pull it off, and the implications of such 
endeavour. Foucault even wrote a genesis narrative about how discipline 
spread throughout modern society from hierarchical institutions in which 
the intersection of discipline and efficiency was salient, such as the military 
and mental institutions. 

The only clues in this regard is a distinction between so-called Monolithic 
and Diverse conspiracies. The former is said to be governed by conspirators 
at the top, while the latter has to manage several organizational structures. 
An additional claim is that Monolithic conspiracies have a hierarchy, where 
members work under 'shared governance'. The term governance is merely 
a buzz-word in some contexts, and requires a specialist paper to deal with. 

Dentith and Orr manage to rule out theories about conspiracy with the same 
prejudice that Dentith has built a career condemning. This irony comes 
about when they claim that a theory, which assumes a plot involving actors 
from different firms, agencies and professions - could be ruled out - 
presumably because it would qualify as a Diverse plot employing 'a variety 
of conspirators', with ’no shared governance'. The conspiracies in question 
are the so-called 'Controlled Demolition' hypotheses, i.e. 9/11 inside-job 
conspiracies assuming a 'diverse set of actors' destroyed the Twin Towers. 
The authors claim that a related example even would have required an 
omnipotent entity like the NWO or Illuminati. 

It is perfectly reasonable to have plenty of objections against the existence 
of such a draconic plot. However, that is beside the point. The reason is 
simply because the terms Monolithic and Diverse conspiracies are little 
more than labels. What the authors do in this case, is to connect a 'diverse 
set of actors' with a Diverse plot, which is vaguely defined to be an 
organizational structure, which is at odds with successful secret plots. 
Therefore, they are just inclined to rule out a set of theories virtually by 
definition. 



I do not believe in these 9/11 theories either, but I know that the distinction 
of Dentith and Orr is quite arbitrary, and thus their rejection. Even if you 
agree that very powerful entities are required - how on earth would their 
reasoning stop you from believing in such all-mighty entities? On the other 
hand - Why should you believe in such entities according to their 
arguments? Actually, none of these questions are given a satisfactory. In 
the end, they admit that they just believe that one of their labels should be 
associated with a higher likelihood of a successful plot. Thus, it seems like 
a good idea to study how people conspire. To figure out the incentive 
schemes associated with different kinds of plots. How such social constructs 
maintain incentives to conspire over time. Such understanding would 
advance knowledge in pure theory, and empirically. Philosophy and thought 
experiments would arguably remain relevant due the nature of the 
relationship between conspiracies, data, theory, and society. 

Their last subtle requirement about self-awareness among the top 
conspirators is like approximating n to 4 but insist on being correct about 

the decimals at this level of intellectual rigour. I could go on, but I think it 
is sufficient to state that it is by no means obvious from their article alone 
why Dentith and Orr's definition of secrecy is useful to scholars in general, 
Cambridge philosophers in particular. Whatever merits it may have appears 
to be a well-kept secret. However, considering that the definition of a 
conspiracy that the authors settle with is: 

the act of two or more people working together towards some goal , and 
typically choosing to keep their activities a secret from at least one other 
person. 

It is indeed intriguing that the authors seem to admit that their paper was 
the result of a conspiracy, assuming that it was a joint effort towards some 
goal. However, it is possible to object as at least one of them may have 
believed that someone they tried to keep their knowledge from already 
knew it. 



The Cambridge Conspiracy 

Consider a scenario where Cambridge engages in a conspiracy to exclude 
dissidents from academia. The idea is to contain dissident views by limiting 
them to a few individuals who are under control. These fake intellectuals 
will divert attention or even infiltrate activist groups. They will crowd out 
the real thing inside and outside academia. More generally, this system will 
work as check-and-balances to exercise power through the management of 
coalition formation. 

Most of this is achieved without any drama. Only superficial knowledge of 
social systems is required to appreciate the most salient aspects of this 
particular one. It is known that those who produce and reproduce the 
foundations of the world view of a considerable share of the population are 
produced and certified in academia. Therefore, this institution is of strategic 
interest for the management of mental conceptions of the citizenry. 
Ultimately, these conceptions are the basis for decision making at the 
individual level, which by no means is overlooked by the Cambridge 
Conspiracy (CC). However, the most prestigious triumph of the CC is that 
their certified knowledge and individuals have been promoted to 
officialdom. The operating systems of civilization have been updated to be 
compatible with the certified information provided by CC, and furthermore 
imposed as a requirement at the higher echelons of decision-making 
institutions. 

One of the marvels of the imperial system of education is that it has a peer- 
review system in place to ensure the quality of intellectual output. This 
system has a tremendous prestige due to its association with the natural 
sciences. The imperial system of review is wisely employed to the so-called 
social sciences and humanities (SSH) where the categories neither true or 
false, not falsifiable, and not useful are predominant when strict criteria are 
employed. To explain the potential of such situation, it is convenient 
reconnect to reality. Around half a decade ago, an education bureaucrat 



asked for my advice regarding a dilemma. After a couple of questions it 
became obvious that the bureaucrat was trapped between two conflicting 
directives which were to be codified. This as you may imagine, is a 
formidable cognitive load on those who are programmed to command and 
obey according to script. My advice was however a message of optimism, 
as such conditions are a gift with tremendous opportunity. If it was a true 
paradox, virtually anything could be argued, and anything follows from a 
contradiction. In other words it was a position to assert a preferred course 
of action. Either as an avant-garde leader or as a coalition builder who 
aimed for a beneficial consensus. 

In the same manner, the arbitrariness of the SSH gives the judges of the 
review procedure more freedom to decide what is deemed to be high quality 
compared to the natural sciences. The object of scrutiny may be 
contradictory or not even false, and still be regarded as brilliant. By the 
same token, the criteria for quality assessment in the SSH is naturally a 
construction less connected to true, false and falsifiability. 

Once again, facts are stranger than fiction. Central tenets in mainstream 
economics have been proven to be rubbish as they are not even true if you 
assume that the underlying assumptions of the theories are true. Only 
recently, after hundreds of years of capitalism, and perhaps even 
thousands of years after some of these issues where first understood by 
the ancients, some recognition of the marginalised critics of establishment 
dogma can be traced. In the humanities, some of the most prominent post 
modernists have more or less been proven to be imposters. Their thoughts 
are even worse than in economics as they are not even false. In some 
instances, central parts of the theorising is just a mishmash of fancy words, 
seemingly completely devoid of meaning. 2 


2 For the dismantling of mainstream economics, and a brief history of dissent, see market- 
friendly Keen (2011). For a discussion on the suppressed wisdom of the ancients and 
examples of generalised fraud through the definitions of the system of accounts and 
economic theory, see Fludson (2015; 2017). For an ingenious, fascinating, and equally 
devastating critique of imposters in the humanities, see Sokal &. Bricmont. 



The point is that there is plenty of room for interpretation, thus it will be 
difficult to make individuals accountable for modest biases against 
particular set of ideas or people. Costly investments over long periods of 
time and fierce competition erodes bargaining position. Therefore, even 
subtle signals will be enough to ensure a great deal of conformity. This 
conclusion does not presuppose that most will think that the standards have 
been lowered. It follows that prestigious institutions will exert tremendous 
power over the domestic affairs of foreign nations through intellectual 
domination alone. For instance, if certain networks can influence the 
likelihood of publishing in journals, and the countries in question have made 
their decision-making bodies compatible with certified knowledge from the 
CC, then it follows that these networks are in effect determining the 
likelihood of someone being recruited at the higher echelons of power in 
foreign nations through the journals alone. This is a very general and by all 
means elegant human-resource management system, with potentially 
considerable national security, and geopolitical implications. It gives the 
emperor a way to exert force which disregards geographical distance as the 
fierce competition for the same hierarchy of journals bridges strategic 
institutions all over the globe. Minor gestures are potent enough to 
influence the lives of millions through a chosen few. 

The strategy to rig the publications clearly fulfils (i) for aforementioned 
reasons, (ii) because it will be very difficult to spot for the vast majority of 
the world's population, and will even be difficult to prove, especially if 
referring to a CC. (iii) When the target is perceived as the beneficiary, this 
condition is fulfilled in most conceivable settings, especially if the benefit of 
the doubt is not a suspicious proposal. Thinking about the externalities and 
negative transfers, then from the perspective of rivals and the public in 
general, (iii) is also fulfilled in most settings. The public will most likely 
remain ignorant, and protest from the raided competitors could even be 
turned against them and labelled as insufficiency-related jealousy, 
misguided aggression and so forth. 



It is hard to see how Dentith and Orr's definitions would be of any help 
here. Clearly, this conspiracy could be deemed as 'Diverse' - conspirators 
with incentives to be loyal to the empire, would work in foreign countries 
in all sorts of occupations (exactly as in the real world). Of course, as an 
artefact of extraordinarily vague definitions, one could also argue that this 
conspiracy indeed is 'Monolithic' due to the overarching framework. It is 
well-known, among other things due to good access to diplomatic cables 
that the US Empire is built around similar contacts surrounded by secrecy 
and numerous plots, even though we do not have updated leaks on it at 
the moment. If such structure is deemed diverse, then it would obviously 
be the case that such diverse conspiracies can be sustained for long periods 
of time, especially considering its tremendous impact on planetary affairs. 
This would be in conflict with the claim that large 'Diverse' conspiracies 
cannot be sustained. It would on the other hand be intriguing if the authors 
deemed it to be 'Monolithic' considering the monumental ideological 
implications. Either way, such labels would not explain anything. 

Dentith and Orr's definitions appear to be like borders alien to theoretical 
coherence, and have already caused all sorts of troubles when imposed in 
practice. The cables show that diplomats were sharp enough to present 
different plans for different contacts in accordance with their own agendas. 
Nevertheless, it is by no means obvious that all involved were sharp enough 
to figure out the complex array of goals pursued over time, and thus agree 
on similar perceptions about a given course of action they agreed to 
conspire on. I have already argued that this causes all sorts of problems 
when using the philosophers' concepts. Ultimately their version of secrecy 
and conspiracy leads to conflicts which cannot be overcome without 
surrendering to an apologetic definition which would equate democratic and 
transparent popular resistance against those in power, with a covert 
'conspiracy against the public'. When the PDAP are used, no such confusion 
emerges, they can be used to categorise and explain why a course of action 
is or fails to be, a viable conspiracy. 



In reality, the signals are less subtle. Those in power can afford to leave 
elegance to the tailor to make a timely impression. For instance, the ban 
on WikiLeaks' diplomatic cables on top ranking journals in the social 
sciences, threats about using them, and the torture of the founder of this 
independent media outlet through the legal system. Such behaviour would 
of course induce shock waves in the system under consideration. Under 
such conditions, gifted people become highly skilled at a writing style which 
minimizes the political friction vis-a-vis, those who are in charge. Pressure 
could even make some reluctant to position themselves as neutral, in fear 
of making too big of a statement. 

It is also common knowledge and well-documented that intellectuals 
opposed to the US and its democratic allies in underdeveloped countries 
have been viciously persecuted and wasted by covert means through 
intelligence operations which involve several jurisdictions around the globe. 
Low-intensity warfare and economic terrorism against democracies in order 
to promote US influence involves diverse networks engaged in sabotage 
among the more affluent. I do not think it is advisable to insist on referring 
to such facts as conspiracy theories, considering the current propaganda 
value of doing so in favour of those who essentially are historical 
revisionists. Even if the stated intentions of such endeavour are benign. It 
would be a high price to pay for the shaky definitions of Dentith and Orr, 
for example. The insights of the philosophers can be communicated 
perfectly well without insistence on a particular label. 

One of the beauties of the system is when those gifted enough to see 
through the system, work with strictly technical problems under fierce 
competition that consume all their time and keeps them from challenging 
status quo. It is also common knowledge that most people will conform 
under the influence of social cohesion, and the usual incentives such as 
employment, wages and career opportunities or various form of ideology. 
The few who resist may then be subject to the CC's more sinister side. 



The discussion on dispositional and situational explanations is fundamental 
to the understanding of homogeneity, and superficial diversity or radicalism 
of published material in elite institutions. The propaganda model (Herman 
& Chomsky, 2002) provides something similar to an Archimedean point in 
this discussion, as it is one of the empirically most successful theories in 
the social sciences and humanities. This theory predicts journalistic 
conformity towards the elite opinion without any reliance on conspiracies 
as normally understood. Nevertheless, as I have argued elsewhere 
(Echeverria, 2018), it is possible to infer from the tenets of the Propaganda 
Model (PM) that it is ludicrous to believe in an explanation which excludes 
extraordinary measures to keep people in line in the field of journalism, a 
stance which I choose to call the Maxim of the Rational Rebel when applied 
to institutions in general. There is also plenty scattered information which 
points towards that direction but one of the strongest case studies in the 
discussion about the political economy of journalism and conspiracies is by 
Boyd-Barret (2004). He reminds of an impressive CIA operation involving 
hundreds of people from different professions, among these, 90 journalists 
in senior positions. His investigative journalism regarding false claims of 
weapons of mass destruction to legitimise the destruction of Iraq, makes a 
convincing case for a sixth CIA filter as an addition to the Propaganda 
Model. It is my understanding that it is one of the few additions to the PM 
that makes sense. 

Famous dissident theories like the Propaganda Model (PM), and in many 
respects the work of Karl Marx, are built around notions of how institutions 
and economic forces outside the control of individuals affect the behaviour 
of these institutions and the system as a whole. For instance, if emphasis 
on situational explanations regarding the interaction between journalists 
and the government is predominant among both establishment and 
dissident intellectuals, then government spies would get virtually full 
intellectual camouflage. Establishment intellectuals would deny obedience 
towards the elite, and those seeking to explain it with respected 



interpretations of dissident theories, would have to rely on abstract 
institutional analysis, with less emphasis on secret plots within these 
institutions. One of the reasons for this is that these theories wisely rely on 
data that establishment institutions generate. 

The PM is for instance highly reliable when predicting journalistic obedience 
towards foreign policy to advance the US Empire, such as invasions. 
However, its institutional explanation barely outlines what is going on inside 
institutions. Nevertheless, this is exactly when one would assume that spies 
in these institutions are most active conspiring to ensure such obedience. 
Such plots will thus be concealed by the PM's elegant abstractions. 

At this stage, if (i)-(iii) are fulfilled in the dealings of the CC, it seems 
reasonable to propose that many would even be under the impression that 
the system had a great deal of natural diversity as they are conditioned by 
education which has obeyed these principles for generations. More to the 
point, data generated by the system would seem to be deceptively close to 
what one would expect from what is advertised as the official functioning 
of the system. Furthermore, an ever expanding set of explanations about 
how the system works would be directed towards theories which do not 
postulate something akin to a CC. Theories which rely heavily on 
quantifiable data would have a hard time finding suitable support for a CC, 
especially considering that much of the certified data is generated by 
institutions as prominent as Cambridge. Moreover, the softer theories are 
vague enough to deal with as described above if such course of action is 
deemed necessary or virtually by default if they are too far from established 
parameters. If dissident theories explain how institutions operate to satisfy 
the needs of those in power in terms of structural factors, especially around 
sectors which are connected to the unseen masters, then the CC would 
have even more cover. After all, ideas are constantly discovered and 
rediscovered. Thus, (iv)-(vi) are also arguably fulfilled under normal 
circumstances. 



Cambridge's Sinister Orwellian Time Travel 

As the reader may already have inferred, this section would not be 
complete without alluding to Cambridge's Orwellian Sinister Time Travel 
(COSTT). It is common knowledge that this spell can manage the 
expectations about the future by control of the perceptions of today, 
through the alteration of the perceptions of the past. The power derived 
from such practices is of course spectacular, and I do not have the intention 
of revealing all contingencies, as it would spoil much of the excitement of 
unexpected discoveries. I will however not refrain to analyse this class of 
strategies altogether, as it is a feasible path to enslavement under the 
pretence of freedom. 

The future is not enough for the CC. It has managed to make one of the 
most creative social scientists of all time to appear as a petty imitator of 
thinkers from diametrically opposed ideological affiliations. To fully 
appreciate how this alteration of the past was achieved, it is instructive to 
review how the CC manages the present. One core strategy of the CC is to 
vacuum clean true dissidents via the web, mobile phones etc. or by a 
network of academics and associated thieves throughout the world, at all 
levels of education. The ideas of the dissidents will be given to fake 
dissidents or even be randomised over a group that seems suitable to carry 
out the task, up to several degrees of separation. One principle is to 
decouple dissident views from the logical structure of the theory, and of 
course appropriate the structure. A related course of action is the perhaps 
more well-known procedure to burry serious real-life examples in 
unnecessary technical language, and from there, mix these with trivial ones 
in the name of clarity of exposition when needed. These practices expand 
the ways these theories can be allocated and promote self-censorship via 
the imperial system of review. In this manner, new generations of 
dissidents will have little room if they do not come up with new theories, 
and if they do, they will be intercepted and appropriated by the Cambridge 
Conspiracy (CC) if necessary. 



A less heartless common-knowledge Newtonian approach, is to promote a 
reaction for each action from an activist. A more skewed variety is to take 
ideas from the radicals, give them to reactionaries, and then compensate 
the radical with the ideas from hopeless cases (who refuse to yield), 
preferably those that are not radical at all but technical or trivia etc. 

It is straight forward to see that (i) is easily fulfilled, (ii) as well in analogy 
to previous examples, and (iii) is also easy to arrange as the victim may 
not even become aware of what has happened. In general, the idea may 
be carried out before or after the mimics or never. Moreover, the victim 
may become aware of the CC-mimics before he carries out the idea, after 
or never. In the last case ({Never, Never}), (iii) is fulfilled trivially. This 
corresponds to a case when the idea for instance is postponed, and is 
expressed by the CC on a different platform at the margins, and the original 
never becomes aware of the copy. The cases when the original manages to 
complete the plan before the CC-associates are less damaging but the 
victim has still suffered the risk and may have to share prestige and 
revenues with the copy who may argue independent discovery. It can be 
very difficult to prove otherwise. 

The aim from the offenders is of course to be on top of the race, and in 
such state, the victim will have incentives to remain silent, and few 
incentives to bring it up for two important reasons. The victim may have 
very good reasons to believe it was an unfortunate coincidence. On the 
other hand, if the victim suspects foul play, it may still be virtually 
impossible to prove. Furthermore, it is the victim who can be blamed and 
prosecuted, as this manoeuvre essentially frames the victim, and is a basis 
for persecution or extortion. 

Ideas in general will be stolen by CC in the same manner if possible but 
there are certain limits. To name a few, one is that it is simply better to 
recruit top scientists to promote research in a wide range of cases. It would 
make no sense to offend the community by signalling disastrous low-yield 
working environment by engaging in disputes over ideas if it spoils the 



opportunities of future streams of revenues from the best. In a context of 
rivalry between powerful networks with control over resources, top 
scientists may be protected by competing powerful entities. This does by 
no means guarantee just outcomes in terms of rewards without a CC. 

Furthermore, ideas relevant to top-secret projects would be an exception, 
and would be at risk to be treated as in the dissident case. There is 
furthermore a natural compatibility with the intelligence and business 
community. A wide range of commercial applications would thus also be 
eligible, especially from dissidents, in order to deny them resources, and 
still be able to hail the presumably social-welfare-maximizing wonders of 
free competitive markets, which justly reward the most creative and able 
entrepreneurs through efficient resource allocation. From an initial stock of 
refined information and reliable means of surveillance, little else than 
reputation alone would keep most of these practices working with few 
disturbances or disputes that would even come close to serve as evidence 
in favour of a theory about something akin to a CC. 

To tarnish the legacy of an historical figure was however easier in the 
distant past in some respects as the more direct variety of COSTT was 
feasible. The notes of the historical dissident giant was of course 
intercepted by the secret police of the time, and other fanatic upper-class 
networks, which explains how he lost some of his legacy to competitors 
through means already described. The other thing was to forge notes of 
other thinkers, contemporary and historical ones. Without a mechanical 
analysis of all possible contingences, it is possible to see that such 
endeavour could be made credible when the number of academics was 
much smaller, and the network of references had isolated nodes over 
extended periods of time. In a map of isolated nodes, new isolated ones 
could be added without causing suspicion on work which was not accessible 
to the vast majority, and just read by a few. Claims of whole seminars could 
be arranged by a conspiring clique with power and reputation. 



Today, things are not that simple. Of course, deep fake and control of 
imperial servers may make an original appear as a parrot by the same 
token. It is just a matter of changing times and dates of the tweets in 
threads throughout the web were they are not easily spotted by the victim. 
In such manner, analysis by forensics can be evaded for a considerable 
amount of time, and perhaps never be invoked. The surveillance system 
would of course take care of business through monitoring in real time as it 
would ensure that the dissident never was offline, and the secret police 
would work as complements to take care of hand-written notes off-grid, 
either by micro cameras or burglary. 

So-called paradoxes are however a known feature of fictitious time travel. 
One of the great anomalies of giving away too much of the dissident giant 
to his ideological rivals on the opposite side was of course that these started 
to appear as more radical than the dissident himself at a closer analysis 
dealing with fundamental problems. That was not an issue for a long time 
because most people were forced to physical work 16 hours a day and were 
treated like cattle. Among the few who had the time to read, only a few 
would keep records, nearly all of them belonged to the CC, which also 
owned the printing technology of the day and could thus controlled the 
editing and the volumes. 

Things are vastly more complicated today as it is virtually impossible to 
target a dissident by materialising a single paper without a sizeable risk of 
potentially huge collateral damage. All kinds of paradoxes could emerge, 
some of these could be given an explanation if taken one by one. The 
overall impression could however have a potentially devastating effect on 
the reputation of the institutions under the influence of the CC. Because 
there is usually no need for micro management, relatively free experts from 
unexpected fields could become enraged or start to ask serious questions 
which could cause turbulence with unexpected consequences. In other 
words, (ii) is difficult to fulfil as the collateral damage may cause experts 
within the CC's own ranks to protest. Moreover, the very best and most 



creative within the ranks of the experts will tend to have the strongest 
incentives to distance themselves from practices which may take away 
prestige resulting from hard work. This seems to be a case where third 
parties may react before the victim. 

This would especially be the case if a rational rebel took precautions and 
circulated future material years before it would be published. This would 
give both the CC and resistance movements opportunity of strategic 
interaction under incomplete information. Sufficient to make inferences 
about the inner workings of the empire - a way to make a map over its 
mimics, fake activists, their strategies to crowd out, response time, 
adaptation, cover ups etc. As dissidents are marginalised anyway, it would 
be a win-win prospect for the rational rebel and his true allies. 

Moreover, if no one reacts, those outside the borders of the empire or the 
few pockets of resistance left, would then be inclined to see such 
uncommented anomalies as a signal from which they could infer that a 
huge conspiracy was more likely than they previously thought. Perhaps 
even as a sign of widespread incompetence and collusion among imposters. 
Clearly it is always possible to pretend no one has noticed but the subjects 
would still begin to discern otherwise invisible structures, and could lose 
the respect for their superiors due to the hypocrisy, incompetence and 
remarkably blunt social design. A very dangerous gambit, a special case 
Machiavelli warned about with unparalleled clarity. These practices are 
therefore not advised by the rational strategists of the empire, some of 
which advocate severe reprimands for such recklessness in order to prevent 
the most obvious signs of stupidity within their ranks to manifest in public. 

In reality, ideas will travel for better or worse. Bitter rivalries and disputes 
over the tremendous prestige of fundamental ideas have been fought 
throughout history, over new discoveries and between countries especially. 
Illicit transfers of fundamental ideas decided the whole post-war 
geopolitical setup. Most academics have heard at least one such story 
regarding more modest ideas in their collegial neighbourhoods, and it has 



been said that it is the oldest joke in academia. Industrial espionage at a 
planetary scale and population control is a prospect that one of the 
architects of the modern system of mass surveillance exposed as an 
ongoing reality. Such statements have been confirmed with more tangible 
evidence by world-renowned whistle blowers, journalists and analyst. The 
treatment of these dissenters has been exceptionally harsh considering that 
the abuse is from democratic states. 3 I have personally had parts of my 
unpublished notes quoted by strangers as an insulting threat, and that is 
far from the worst credible witness statements about snooping and 
harassment I have heard about in this corner of the world. 

If the PDAP are obeyed, and as most of these strategies are over a set of 
advanced ideas, only a negligible part of the world's population will be able 
to discern foul play, in contrast to the very likely proposition that most 
people around the world, will be affected by the subtle influence of the CC. 

There are nevertheless instances when the CC could be tempted to conjure 
new material. Marginal subjects with virtually no references in one direction 
could be used. Incidentally, this coincides with virgin soil where a bunch of 
labels may work as a claim on new fields of study. A cohesive enough clique 
of conspirators surrounding a topic could pull it off. Furthermore, CC tools 
and intercepted notes could be used to predict the words used by the rebel, 
and then claim that the rebel clearly has engaged in plagiarism. 

Even under such dismal circumstances, there is a hope in hell. A rational 
rebel could still manage to get on top with a little luck and the old insight 
that a conspiracy is only as strong as its weakest link. The rational rebel 
would begin by finding out who that imposter is, show that the imposter's 
work is rubbish by picking it apart. If such endeavour is successful, it is a 
matter of straight-forward statistics to show that that it is highly unlikely 
that the imposter came up with a correct idea, which just happens to be 
the same as the dissenters', amidst complete failure otherwise. In such 

3 See e.g. Loewenstein, (2014); Shorock, (2015); GAP (2016). For targeting of 
whistleblowers, see e.g. Shorock 2013. 



state of the world, it is the imposter who has something to explain not the 
rebel. An overkill would involve showing that the imposter's work is just an 
assortment of scattered ideas which fail to assemble as a coherent whole. 
This latter aim would however be problematic when confronting so-called 
theorists whose work are like an obscure horoscope, which could have 
similarities with all kinds of research, without meaning anything. All of this 
would just be a bonus at this stage. 

There is no poetic justice in the system outlined above, in terms of a single 
deterministic trajectory that implies self-inflicted damage, such as an 
overall erosion of cognitive capacity or lowering of the standards. In 
principle, the guardians of the system could improve the matching of ideas 
and safety. Full transparency is compatible with new discoveries, and even 
dissident views, as I have illustrated above. However, unanticipated events, 
ideological fanaticism and corruption could deform humankind with such 
system in place. 

Back to reality, it is finally time to summarise some of the findings. 
Dentith and Orr's concepts have been shown to collapse on their own and 
do not support a coherent framework suitable for analysis of conspiracy 
and secrecy. One of the more piquant details of their confusion, is that they 
managed to classify a whole set of theories as 'prima facie unlikely' on the 
basis of arbitrary or vague labels. This is a practice which Dentith usually 
condemns (see e.g. Dentith, 2014). 

The PDAP are not a conspiracy theory but a framework which can be used 
to analyse such phenomena and theories. From this foundation, it is among 
other things possible to infer that not only are powerful conspiracies viable, 
they are moreover expected to emerge, and are sources of conflict. The 
Cambridge Conspiracy illustrates that a massive conspiracy with global 
influence can be sustained and remain unseen if the PDAP are obeyed. It is 
an example where adherence to (i)-(iii) results in an organization where 
(iv)-(vi) are sustained. Although some may consider subsequent results 
unexpected and unrealistic, facts seem to be stranger than fiction as usual. 



Additional Remarks on the Cambridge Conspiracy 

These can serve as points of departure for the development of scenarios 
and analysis, they all relate to (i)-(vi) in one way or another. 

• Information inequality drives conflicts between networks obeying 
PDAP: Whistleblowers and leaks can decrease the power of such 
networks through a redistribution of information, and may defuse the 
source of the conflict. 

• Gambles on the lives of high-ability individuals: May increase adverse 
risk put on those individuals - increases vulnerability to accidents. 
Waste management: Issue if dissident mindset is correlated with 
other beneficial characteristics. 

• COSTT: May wreak havoc on incentives which can debilitate the 
system as reputation is intergenerational. 

• Determination to maintain information inequality at all cost: A hazard 
to the public. Huxleyan incentives to restrict individuals in dissident 
risk-groups at young age to prevent successful competition over 
resources may not take into account externalities. High-ability 
dissenters would have to be restricted at a younger age. This can get 
out of hand if the risk aversion is high or accident/crisis happens. 

• Stupidity traps: Difficult to detect (can fulfil PDAP), especially when 
executed with techniques which satisfies these principles. Those on 
top would use the rest as scripted slaves through a chain of command 
codified in institutions which would be marketed as the normal way 
to operate. In reality, these would just be parts of an interconnected 
program. Specialization and cooperation could still generate some 
progress with the fertilization from the top. However, such reduction 
of high-ability people would be susceptible to the hazards from 
unforeseen shocks which would risk to deform human kind for an 
unforeseeable future. Those shocks would also risk to reveal that the 
carrying capacity of those smart enough to operate in real time 
without script is under-dimensioned, and panic could spread even 



among those who can hardly think, because these mental cripples 
would also become lost and erratic without the guidance of their 
unseen masters. 

The Huxleyan way: Is inefficient as it puts all eggs in a basket, quite 
literally. If necessary, it is better to sedate people, or induce them to 
self-medicate or reach out for help for legal drugs. Depreciation rate 
and lower intellectual growth still an issue but less severe. 

Pointing out conspiracies of the enemy without invoking suspicion. 

It is also widely understood, even from the history of ancient empires, 
that archaic colonial tendencies are compatible with the promotion of 
unique layers of cultural intersections down to the identity-cult of 
one. A few controlled and boosted fake activists associated with 
academia would make the plot virtually impossible to discern as there 
would be nowhere to point in terms of evidence such as the incidence 
of success among dissenters. In this particular regard, the system 
would work as a refined Apartheid with a few controlled chieftains 
representing different intellectual tribes from those oppressed. 

If a rival cohesive set of individuals is deemed as a threat, security 
protocols of pacification or domestication could be invoked. As the 
system of education is potent enough to promote and demote, it will 
be able to induce intellectual cannibalism to deal with those high- 
ability individuals who refuse to yield by treating them as dissidents. 
Such course of action would have the tremendous benefit of causing 
tremendous rivalry among the elements of the targeted set, which 
would induce those within the target group to make all the nasty work 
of exclusion or disposal, and at the same time making the CC appear 
as a benevolent patron with valuable gifts at times of trouble, if such 
appearance is deemed beneficial. The last remark is not as marginal 
as it may seem, because there is no need to restrict appearances to 
the opposite of what is being done in general. If that was the case, 
then it could be informative of the kind of operation that is being 
undertaken. 



• Figuratively speaking, the empire would like to construct social 
relations by choosing freely from the power set. However, some 
matrices of relationships would require more effort than others to 
construct and maintain. If the induced conflict obeys the principles 
(i)-(iii), then destructive tendencies within the group would appear 
as being caused by idiosyncratic individual or tribal affairs, perhaps 
with allusions to human nature or superstition. The appropriation of 
ideas is about social control over future development, to invoke the 
legal framework of rights and ownership in an economic system, 
which ultimately is backed by nuclear weapons. As such these 
practices also work to cement the preferred set of social relations. 
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